Bank One, Utah, Valley Bank and Trsut Company v. Paul Herwit : Petition for Rehearing by Utah Court of Appeals
Brigham Young University Law School
BYU Law Digital Commons
Utah Court of Appeals Briefs
1995
Bank One, Utah, Valley Bank and Trsut Company v.
Paul Herwit : Petition for Rehearing
Utah Court of Appeals
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1
Part of the Law Commons
Original Brief Submitted to the Utah Court of Appeals; digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law
Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; machine-generated
OCR, may contain errors.
Grant W. P. Morrison; Attorney for Appellant.
Arnold Richer; Mark S. Swan; Richer, Swan and Overholt; Attorneys for Appellee.
This Legal Brief is brought to you for free and open access by BYU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Utah Court of Appeals
Briefs by an authorized administrator of BYU Law Digital Commons. Policies regarding these Utah briefs are available at
http://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/utah_court_briefs/policies.html. Please contact the Repository Manager at hunterlawlibrary@byu.edu with
questions or feedback.
Recommended Citation
Legal Brief, Bank One v. Herwit, No. 950714 (Utah Court of Appeals, 1995).
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_ca1/6937
UTAH 
BANK ONE, UTAH, National 
Association, flea VALLEY BANK 
AND TRUST COMPANY, National 
Association, 
K F U 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEAU& 
.A 1-0 
DOCKET MO. fl6Q7/4-lft: 
Plaintiff and Appellee, 
vs. 
PAUL HERWIT, 
Defendant and Appellant. 
Appellate Court No. 950714-CA 
Priority No. 15 
BRIEF OF PETITIONER PAUL HERWIT IN SUPPORT 
OF PETITION FOR REHEARING 
On appeal from the Judgment of the Third 
Circuit Court for Salt Lake County, State of Utah 
Honorable Michael L. Hutchings, Circuit Judge 
Arnold Richer 
MarkE. Medcalf 
Richer, Swan, & Overholt, P.C. 
Attorneys for Appellee Bank One 
311 South State Street, Suite 280 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
Grant W. P. Morrison 
Attorney for Petitioner and 
Appellee Paul Herwit 
1200 East 3300 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 
FILED 
JUN 2 7 1996 
COURT OF APPEAL! 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TABLE OF CASES AND AUTHORITIES . 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
ARGUMENT 
I. BANK ONE'S EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PERPETRATES A FRAUD ON THE COURT 
AND SHOULD NOT BE UTILIZED AS A BASIS FOR UPHOLDING 
THE TRIAL COURT'S DECISION 
H. PETITIONER'S APPELLATE BRIEF RAISES A GENUINE ISSUE 
OF MATERIAL FACT SUFFICIENT TO OVERTURN THE TRIAL 
COURT'S DECISION 
CONCLUSION 
ATTACHMENTS 
i 
TABLE OF CASES AND AUTHORITIES 
CASES Page 
Beehive Brick Co. v. Robinson Brick Co.. 780 P.2d 827 fUtah Ct. App. 1989) . 4 
Briggsv. Holcomb. 740P.2d281 OJtahCt. App. 1987) 5 
Brandt v. Springville Banking Co.. 353 P.2d 460 (Utah 1960) . . . . 4 
Copper State Leasing Co. v. Blacker Appliance & Furn. Co.. 770 P.2d 88 (Utah 1988) . 6 
DuPontv. County Nat'l Bank. 369 So.2d 443 (Fla.App. 3 Dist. 1979) . . . 6 
Durham v. Margetts. 571 P.2d 1332 (Utah 1977) 5 
Haws v. Haws. 615 P.2d 978 (Nev. 1980) 3 
Huntv. ESI Eng'g. Inc.. 808 P.2d 1137 (Utah Ct. App.), cert denied. 826 P.2d 
651 (Utah 1991) 6 
Magoon v. Magoon. 780 P.2d 80 (Haw. 1989) 3 
Murphv v. Murphv. 734 P.2d 738 (Nev. 1987) 3 
Northside Bank of Tampa v. Investors Acceptance Corp.. 278 F.Supp. 
191 (W.D. Penn. 1968) 6 
Pettet v. Wonders. 599 P.2d 1297 (Wash Ct. App. 1979) 3 
Sorenson v. Beers. 585 P.2d 458 (Utah 1978) . . . . . . 5 
St. Pierre v. Edmonds. 645 P.2d 615 (Utah 1982) 3 
Themv v. Seagull Enters.. Inc.. 595 P.2d 526 (Utah 1979) 6 
Walker v. Rocky Mt. Recreation Corp.. 508 P.2d 538 (Utah 1973) . . . 4 
Western States Thrift & Loan Co. v. Blomquist. 504 P.2d 1019 (Utah 1972) . 4 
STATUTES 
Utah Uniform Commercial Code 
Utah Code Ann. § 70A-3-302 (Supp. 1995) 5 
Utah Code Ann. § 70A-3-308 (Supp. 1995) 5 
TREATISE 
47 Am. Jur. 2d §831 3 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
BANK ONE, UTAH, National 
Association, fka VALLEY BANK 
AND TRUST COMPANY, National 
Association, 
Plaintiff and Appellee, 
vs. 
PAUL HERWIT, 
Defendant and Appellant. 
Case No. 950714-CA 
Priority No. 15 
BRIEF OF PETITIONER PAUL HERWIT IN SUPPORT 
OF PETITION FOR REHEARING 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
This Court should grant Petitioner Paul Herwit's petition for rehearing to correct a fraud 
on the court. The evidence presented by Appellee Bank One in support of its motion for 
summary judgment contains an egregious contradiction that is perjury on its face. As a matter of 
law, petitioner is entitled to have this evidence viewed in the light most favorable to his position, 
thus undercutting any claim that Bank One may have as a holder in due course. As a matter of 
simple justice, this Court should strike appellee's evidence and remand the case for trial to afford 
the petitioner with an opportunity to cross-examine the proponent of this dubious evidence. 
ARGUMENT 
L BANK ONE'S EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PERPETRATES A FRAUD ON THE 
COURT AND SHOULD NOT BE UTILIZED AS A BASIS FOR 
UPHOLDING THE TRIAL COURT'S DECISION 
This Court, in a Memorandum Decision of June 13, 1996, affirmed the trial court's grant 
of summary judgment in favor of Bank One, concluding that Bank One was a holder in due 
course. In reaching this conclusion, the Court based its decision on evidence presented by Bank 
One in support of its motion for summary judgment. See Memorandum Decision, 950714-CA, at 
1-2. This evidence perpetrates a fraud on the Court and ought to be stricken from the record, 
requiring a reversal of the trial court's decision. 
In moving for summary judgment below, Bank One presented two items of evidence. 
First, Bank One offered an affidavit by Deanne Freeman, its customer services manager. 
(Attached hereto as Exhibit A). Second, Bank One offered a bank statement pertaining to an 
account opened by Aristocrat Travel. (Attached hereto as Exhibit B). The Freeman affidavit and 
bank account statement directly and irreconcilably contradict each other. The bank account 
statement provides that on or about May 26th, a provisional credit was issued on petitioner's 
check.1 Exhibit B. In contrast, the Freeman affidavit states that a provisional credit was issued 
on or about May 30th, and was issued only after Freeman contacted First Security Bank to 
determine whether petitioner's check would clear. Freeman Affidavit, paragraphs 5-6. 
^his account summary is supported by numerous references throughout Bank One's 
Brief, including its Statement of Facts at 7, paragraph 4, its Summary of Arguments at 9-10, 
paras. 2-3, etc. For example, in Bank One's Statement of Facts, Bank One asserts that 
petitioner's check was deposited on May 25th, and that Aristocrat withdrew the entire contents 
thereof the following day, on May 26th. Appellant's Brief at 7, para. 4. 
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If the Freeman affidavit is correct, the bank account statement is an outright lie. On the 
other hand, if the bank account statement is correct, the Freeman affidavit is an outright lie. In 
either event, one or the other must have been manufactured in an effort to prevail before the trial 
court. Such conduct constitutes a fraud on the court. The only way to correct this fraud is to 
strike the evidence from the record, and to remand the case for trial. 
Case law has long held that courts have an inherent power to investigate whether a 
judgment has been obtained by fraud. See, e.g.. Magoonv. Magoon. 780 P.2d 80 (Haw. 1989); 
Murphy v. Murphy. 734 P.2d 738 (Nev. 1987); Pettetv. Wonders. 599 P.2d 1297 (Wash. Ct. 
App. 1979) (review denied) ("[Cjourts have long possessed the power to vacate a judgment for 
fraud.")- Some courts have taken the view, however, that a judgment procured through fraud can 
only be set aside if the fraud was of the "extrinsic" variety, rather than of the "intrinsic" variety. 
See, e.g.. Haws v. Haws. 615 P.2d 978 (Nev. 1980) (holding that extrinsic fraud is a basis for 
relief from judgment, intrinsic fraud is not). Utah courts have expressly rejected this position. In 
the seminal case, St. Pierre v. Edmonds. 645 P.2d 615, 619 (Utah 1982), the Utah Supreme 
Court stated that "[d]rawing a distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic fraud ... has little merit.... 
We hold that the distinction should be abandoned ..." 
Under the general rule, fraud used to obtain a judgment is typically "regarded as a 
sufficient cause for vacating the judgment, particularly where [a] party is prevented from 
presenting the merits of its case to the court..." 47 Am. Jur. 2d § 831, at 306-07. In the instant 
case, Bank One has obtained a summary judgment against the petitioner based on manufactured 
evidence. Petitioner has thus been prevented from presenting the merits of his case to the court. 
Because of Bank One's "fraud on the court," this Court should strike the evidence presented by 
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Bank One in support of its motion for summary judgment and remand the case for trial. 
Merely disregarding one or the other items of evidence presented by Bank One would not 
provide petitioner with an adequate remedy. For purposes of this appeal, this Court cannot 
simply decide to accept the bank account statement as true, and disregard the Freeman affidavit. 
Likewise, this Court cannot base its decision solely on the Freeman affidavit while disregarding 
the content of the bank account statement. Standing on its own, the bank account statement is 
pure hearsay and lacks adequate foundation. As such, it would not provide an adequate basis for 
upholding the trial court's decision. Western States Thrift & Loan Co. v. Blomquist 504 P.2d 
1019 (Utah 1972); Walker v. Rocky Mt. Recreation Corp.. 508 P.2d 538 (Utah 1973). Similarly, 
the Freeman affidavit also cannot stand on its own, inasmuch as it is directly contradicted by the 
bank account statement. In reviewing a grant of summary judgment, this Court will not assume 
the role of weighing the credibility of the evidence. Summary judgment is a harsh remedy, and 
prevents litigants from fully presenting their case to the court. Brandt v. Springville Banking Co., 
353 P.2d 460 (Utah 1960). Because disposition of a case by summary judgment denies the 
benefit of a trial on the merits, any doubt as to questions of fact must be resolved in favor of the 
party opposing the motion. Beehive Brick Co. v. Robinson Brick Co., 780 P.2d 827 (Utah Ct. 
App. 1989). Serious doubts exist in this case as to the nature of the evidence presented by Bank 
One in support of its motion for summary judgment. These doubts must be resolved in 
petitioner's favor. This Court should therefore overturn the trial court's decision and remand the 
case for trial. 
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IL PETITIONER'S APPELLATE BRIEF RAISES A GENUINE 
ISSUE OF MATERIAL FACT SUFFICIENT TO OVERTURN 
THE TRIAL COURT'S DECISION 
Not only should the trial court's decision be overturned because of a fraud on the court, 
but the decision should also be overturned because a genuine issue of material fact exists, thus 
precluding the possibility of summary judgment in this case. In affirming the trial court's decision 
to grant Bank One's motion for summary judgment, this Court found a disputed issue of fact as to 
the date the petitioner's check was credited by Bank One. Memorandum Decision, 950714-CA, 
at 2. However, this Court stated that the date on which the check was credited was not a 
disputed issue of material fact. Id Petitioner respectfully disagrees and asks this Court to grant 
a rehearing on the matter. 
As the Utah Supreme Court has stated, "[i]n ruling on a motion for a summary 
judgment[,] the court may consider only facts which are not in dispute? Sorenson v. Beers. 585 
P.2d 458, 460 (Utah 1978) (emphasis added). The court has also stated that "[ujpon review of a 
grant of a motion for summary judgment, the [reviewing court] appl[ies] the same standard as that 
applied by the trial court." Durham v. Margetts. 571 P.2d 1332 (Utah 1977); Briggs v. HolcomK 
740 P.2d 281 (Utah Ct. App. 1987). Accordingly, in reviewing the trial court's grant of summary 
judgment in this case, this Court may only consider facts that are not in dispute. The date on 
which petitioner's check was credited is clearly a disputed issue of fact. Consequently, this 
evidence should not have been considered by the Court in rendering its decision in this case. 
If this evidence is not considered, Bank One's claim as a holder in due course must fail. 
As the party seeking the protected status of a holder in due course, Bank One bears the 
affirmative obligation of conclusively demonstrating that it meets all of the required elements of 
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an HDC.2 See Utah Code Ann. § 70A-3-308(2) (Supp. 1995). However, Bank One cannot carry 
this burden without the aid of the disputed evidence, since cannot establish that it took 
petitioner's check in good faith and without notice of any defect in the instrument at the time it 
gave value upon it. Bank One's status as a holder in due course is thus doubtful at best. For 
purposes of this appeal, petitioner is entitled to have these doubts resolved in his favor. Copper 
State Leasing Co. v. Blacker Appliance & Furn. Co., 770 P12d 88 (Utah 1988); Themvv. 
Seagull Enters.. Inc.. 595 P.2d 526 (Utah 1979); Hunt v. ESI Eng'g. Inc.. 808 P.2d 1137 (Utah 
Ct. App.), cert, denied. 826 P.2d 651 (Utah 1991); DuPont v. County Nat'l Bank. 369 So.2d 
443, 443 (Fla. App. 3d Dist. 1979); Northside Bank of Tampa v. Investors Acceptance Corp.. 
278 F.Supp. 191, 192-93 (W.D. Penn. 1968). Consequently, the trial court's decision cannot 
be affirmed on the ground that Bank One qualifies as a holder in due course. This Court should 
therefore grant petitioner's petition, and consider the issue whether Bank One is entitled to 
enforce petitioner's check as a mere holder of the instrument. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the foregoing, petitioner respectfully asks this Court to grant his petition for 
rehearing. The evidence upon which this Court relied to affirm the trial court's decision 
perpetrates a fraud on the court. Once this evidence is stricken, Bank One's motion for summary 
judgment stands without supporting evidence, and the trial court's decision must be reversed. 
2As this Court pointed out in its Memorandum Decision, the requirements of enforcing an 
instrument as a holder in due course include taking "the instrument (1) for value, (2) in good faith, 
and (3) without notice that it was overdue or had been dishonored or was subject to any 
defenses." Memorandum Decision, 950714-CA, at 1; Utah Code Ann. § 70A-3-302(l)(b) (Supp. 
1995). 
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The decision of the trial court should also be reversed because a genuine issue of material fact 
exists in this case, thus precluding the possibility of summary judgment. 
DATED this of June, 1996. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Grant W. P. Morrison, Attorney for Petitioner 
Paul Herwit 
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CIRCUIT COURT, STATE OF UTAH 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, SALT LAKE DEPARTMENT 
ooOoo 
Bk!7K ONE, UTAH, National 
Association, fka VALLEY BANK 
AND TRUST COMPANY, National 
Association, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
PAUL HERWIT, 
Defendant. 
AFFIDAVIT OF DEANNE FREEMAN 
IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Civil No. 95000S17S CV 
Judge Hutchings 
ooOoo 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
:SS. 
COUNTY OF DAVIS ) 
I, Deanne Freeman, being first duly sworn depose and say as 
follows: 
1. I am the Customer Service Manager of the Bountiful office 
of Bank One, Utah. 
2S By virtue of my responsibilities in regard thereto I have 
access to the records of Bank One, Utah as they pertain to the 
negotiable instrument which is the subject matter of the present 
action and transactions affecting the account of the payee thereon 
Civil No. 950009179 
Judgo Hutchings 
Aristocrat Travel and Cruises of Park City, Inc. 
3. Records produced herewith are maintained in the ordinary 
course of business of Bank One, Utah. 
4. On May 25, 1995 check number 2526 drawn on the account of 
Paul Herwit at First Security Bank was deposited to the account of 
Aristocrat Travel and Cruises of Park City, Inc., account number 
13477545, at Bank One, Utah. A copy of check number 2526 is 
attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this 
reference. 
5. On May 3 0 I contacted First Security Bank to inquire as 
co whether check number 2526 had cleared First Security Bank. I 
^___mm_mmmm_^^_ *  
was advised on May 30, 1995 that the check had been honored, and I 
credited the payee's account accordingly. 
6. After receiving credit for check number 2526 the payee 
* *^^— t 
withdrew from its account the funds so credited. Copies of 
relevant monthly statements are attached hereto as Exhibit "B" and 
incorporated herein by this reference. 
7. On or about May 31, 1995 First Security Bank refused to 
accept check number 2 52 6 and refused to remit payment thereon. The 
instrument was returned due to insufficient funds and bearing the 
notation "RTM" (refer to maker). 
2 
Civil No. 950009179 
Judge Hutchings 
8, Paul Herwit is not a client of Bank One, Utah. Prior to 
honoring his check Bank One, Utah received no communication or 
notice from Paul Herwit regarding check number 2526. 
9. Bank One, Utah is currently in possession of check number 
2526. 
Further affiant sayeth not. 
DATED this QiH'^day of August, 1995. 
' LJL/IA.•tf/^fftJLa* 
Deanne Freeman 
1 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this ~2¥ day of 
, 1995. /%^ 7~ 
My Commission Expires: 
S^^ ^''-^> 
NOTARY PUELIC <? Residing in /st^c^s^a-l 
1 tfffl&B t K M k W W M • ! fi[«3*rfl •wnlM.lltehMOlO • 
I VS>KES£ 'A7 IteCommlstlon Expires I 
^4-
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BANKSt 
VALLEY BUSINESS CHECKING "Tr-SST" 
BOUNTIFUL OFFICE 
510 SOUTH 200 WEST 
BOUNTIFUL. UTAH 
285 10-19 
84010 00 
ARISTOCRAT TRAVEL I CRUISES OF PARK 
CITY INC 
3330 S 700 E 0 112 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-1544 
285 
OUESTIONS? CALL: 
481-5600 
ACCaWT SUMMARY AS OF 05-31-95 
- BALANCE SUMMARY -
BEGINNING BALANCE AS OF 04-28-95 
PLUS 4 DEPOSITS/CREDITS 
LESS 11 CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
LESS SERVICE CHAR6E 
ENDING BALANCE AS OF 05-31-95 
,./>.<? 
20.562.25 
32.266.97 
7.41 
LOU BALANCE 9,346.06-
2.366.07oc<?b.\V.\V:.- • .•,;;,,-
9,346.06-^' 
EARNINGS CREDIT SUMMARY 
AVERAGE COLLECTED BALANCE 866.77-
X EARNINGS CREDIT FACTOR QQ.U75QX 
* EARNINGS ALLOWANCE .00 
SERVICE 
DEPOSITS 
ITEMS DEPOSITED 
MONTHLY MAINTENANCE 
SERVICE CHARGE SUMMARY 
NUMBER OF UNIT 
UNITS PRICE 
3 0.250 
4 0.040 
6.50 
CHARGE 
FOR SERVICE 
0.75 
0.16 
6.50 
SERVICE CHARGE TOTAL 
EARNINGS ALLOWANCE 
NET SERVICE CHARGE 
7.41 
.00 
7.41 
DEPOSITS/CREDITS 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
05-11 DEPOSIT 
05-18 DEPOSIT 
AMOUNT . (/ATE DESCRIPTION 
4.071.66 ' 05-25 DEPOSIT f 
1,000.00 05-30 MISCELLANEOUS CREDIT 
CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
• • AMOUNT 
9.000.00 
6.490.59 
DATE 
05-03 PED 042395 
05-10 PED 043095 
05-17 PED 050795 
05-26 PED 051495 
05-31 RETURN FEE 
05-31 CHECK CHG 
05-31 RTN ITM 
DESCRIPTION OF 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
BANK ONE UTAH NA 
CHECK PRINTING 
BANK ONE UTAH NA 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
05-10 OVERORAFT CHECK CHARGE 
05-17 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
0 ENCLOSURES 
AMOUNT 
15.00 
15.00 
TRANSACTION 
0503 46528565 
0510 46528565 
0517 46528565 
0526 46528565 
0531 
0526 
0531 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
05-26 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
05-31 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
AMOUNT 
2.221.30 
4.171.66 
724.61 
16.071.40 
2.00 
16.00 
9.000.00 
AMOUNT 
15.00 
15.00 
IMANK Y O u c O O BANKING WITH BANK ONE 
W€«9E° e 0 'C 
NA 
1 1 7 1 3 A 7 - 7 5 A 5 
VALLEY BUSINESS CHECKING ACCOUNT NUUBER 
1347*7545 . 
BOUNTIFUL OFFICE 
510 SOUTH 200 WEST 
BOUNTIFUL. UTAH 
285 10-19 
84010 00 
ARISTOCRAT TRAVEL 8 CRUISES OF PARK 
CITY INC 
3330 S 700 E * 112 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106*1544 
285 
QUESTIONS? CALL: 
481-5600 
ACCOUNT SUMMARY AS OF 06-30-95 
BALANCE SUMMARY 
BEGINNING BALANCE AS Of 05-31-95 
PLUS 3 DEPOSITS/CREOITS 
LESS 7 CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
LESS SERVICE CHARGE 
ENDING BALANCE AS OF 06-30-95 
14,671 
14,393, 
6. 
35 
29 
87 
9 ,346 .06-
9 ,074 .87 -
LOU BALANCE 12,550,50-
p* vf-A 
Chl LM* 
EARNINGS CREDIT SUMMARY 
AVERAGE COLLECTEO BALANCE 10,252.19-
X EARNINGS CREDIT FACTOR 00.4750% 
« EARNINGS ALLOWANCE .00 
SERVICE 
DEPOSITS 
ITEMS OEPOSITED 
MONTHLY MAINTENANCE 
SERVICE 
NUMBER OF 
UNITS 
1 
3 
CHARGE SUMMARY -
UNIT 
PRICE 
0.250 
0.040 
6.50 
CHARGE 
FOR SERVICE 
0.25 
0.12 
6.50 
SERVICE CHARGE TOTAL 
EARNINGS ALLOWANCE 
NET SERVICE CHARGE 
6.87 
.00 
6.87 
DEPOSITS/CREDITS 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
06-02 MISCELLANEOUS CREDIT 
06-06 MISCELLANEOUS CREDIT 
AMOUNT 
1,637.70 
1,912.80 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
06*08 DEPOSIT 
AMOUNT 
1 1 , 1 2 0 . 8 5 
OATE 
0 5 - 3 1 PED 052195 
0 6 - 0 7 PED 052895 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
0 5 - 3 1 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
0 6 - 0 7 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
0 6 - 1 4 RETURNED CHECK CHARGE 
0 ENCLOSURES 
CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
DESCRIPTION OF TRANSACTION 
ARC SETTLEMENT 0531 46528565 
ARC SETTLEMENT 0607 46528565 
AMOUNT DATE DESCRIPTION 
1 5 . 0 0 0 6 - 2 1 RETURNED CHECK 
1 7 . 0 0 0 6 - 2 8 RETURNED CHECK 
1 7 . 0 0 
THANK YOU COR BANKING W i r H BANK 0%£ U T A M N * 
MEM8E» *DiC 
CHARGE 
CHARGE 
AMOUNT 
3 , 1 8 9 . 4 4 
1 1 , 1 2 0 . 8 5 
AMOUNT 
17.00 
17.00 
"17 1 3 4 7 - 7 5 4 5 
VALLEY BUSINESS CHECKING 
BOUNTIFUL OFFICE 
510 SOUTH 200 WEST 
BOUNTIFUL, UTAH 84010 
A c c?3?7-a!iE R . 
285 10-19 
00 
ARISTOCRAT TRAVEL t CRUISES OF PARK 
CITY INC 
3330 S 700 E * 112 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-1544 
ACCOUNT SUMMARY AS OF 07-31-95 
- BALANCE SUMMARY -
285 
BEGINNING BALANCE AS OF 06-30-95 
PLUS 4 DEPOSITS/CREDITS 
LESS 7 CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
LESS SERVICE CHARGE 
ENDING BALANCE AS OF 07-31-95 
18.234.42 
9,159.55 
.00 
LOW BALANCE 9 ,142 .87-
. \ 
QUESTIONS? CALL: 
481-5600 „e .c|] 
9,074.87- <Pjj)b **& '>pS2£ 
.00 
0EPOS1TS/CRE01TS 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
07-06 DEPOSIT 
07-12 DEPOSIT 
AMOUNT DATE DESCRIPTION 
3,854.93 07-26 MISCELLANEOUS CREDIT 
5,219.62 07-31 OVERDRAFT CHARGE-OFF 
CHECKS/WITHDRAWALS 
AMOUNT 
34.00 
9,125.87 
DATE 
07-05 PED 062595 
07-12 PED 070295 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
07-05 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
07-11 RETURNED CHECK CHARGE 
07-12 OVERDRAFT CHECK CHARGE 
0 ENCLOSURES 
DESCRIPTION OF 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
ARC SETTLEMENT 
AMOUNT 
17.00 
17.00 
17.00 
TRANSACTION 
0705 46528565 
0712 46528565 
DATE DESCRIPTION 
07-19 RETURNED CHECK CHARGE 
07-25 RETURNED CHECK CHARGE 
AMOUNT 
3,854.93 
5,219.62 
AMOUNT 
17.00 
17.00 
THAN* YCU CO*3 BANKING Wf*M pA'.K 'tf •JTAM 
B 17 134 7 - 7 54 5 
